
























































































































































































COUNCIL MEETING 93 JUNE 15, 2022 

Councilmember Chock: I will just add that other counties have 
implemented the tiered system successfully. I think it is about timing and our 
Department of Finance appears to be supportive. They are here as well. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Are there any questions for the introducers? 
Councilmember Cowden. 

Councilmember Cowden: Christiane, could you hand out my little 
handout? I put out something just to illustrate my thoughts. I talked about this 
Federal Reserve element earlier. This is just so you have a copy. That was not me 
just deciding. The Federal Reserve did ... it was a very extraordinary step two (2) 
years ago. You have that piece there. I brought that up. Even Mr. Williams liked 
my metaphor being the guardrail on the level of debt that our country can go in to, 
which influences inflation. If you turn to the next page, I just did a Zillow search 
looking for the cheapest houses in Kapa'a and North Shore. We had two million eight 
hundred thousand ninety-five dollars ($2,895,000) for a one (1) bedroom and one (1) 
bathroom home that is one thousand one hundred (1,100) square feet. That was 
there. That is at 'Anini. We had a condominium selling for one million two hundred 
seventy-five thousand dollars ($1,275,000) that is under nine hundred (900) square 
feet. There was also a one (1) bedroom, one (1) bathroom five hundred (500) 
square-foot house in Kapa'a selling for just about one million two hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,200,000). One million dollars ($1,000,000) is just a house. Depending 
upon where on the island, it might just be a tiny unit and not a house. These are tiny 
units. Not today, but in our Committee Meeting, expect an amendment from me 
looking at these numbers. I did not think it would be as high as three million 
dollars ($3,000,000) for the cheapest house that I could find. A week ago, the cheapest 
house that I could find for sale on that whole half of the island was one million eight 
hundred thousand dollars ($1,800,000) and it was not an extraordinary house. On 
the other side I just put a couple little pictures .. .if I go to the grocery store, I am 
seeing empty shelves and the price went down ... six dollars and twenty-nine 
cents ($6.29) for a can of soup. This picture is showing how Taco Bell is advertising 
positions for fifteen dollars ($15) per hour. There was a Pizza Hut advertisement for 
twenty-five dollars ($25) per hour for a delivery person. They cannot find people to 
work at those prices, because everything is so very expensive. How does that relate 
to this? This relates to this in terms of our economic ... our price points, right? One 
million dollars ($1,000,000). I hope that one million dollars ($1,000,000) is a lot of 
money for a house. I do not think it is. It is not much at all. Pretty soon it will just 
keep going up. I have a concern that even super well intended, these numbers are 
still going to tax people really hard. When you get that low rate, when you have an 
affordable rate, unless you bought your house a long time ago, you cannot do the 
affordable rate for the long-term. In theory, if you have the lease on it, it will work. 
I am just worried, that is all. I am just telling you that. Any thoughts? Council Vice 
Chair Chock? 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: These are houses that are not being lived in. 

Councilmember Cowden: Supposedly that is what it was already. If 
people do not do their paperwork right, it is them too. We have to force people into 
getting their paperwork right. What I have found when I have tried to chase this 
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down is people who have just been doing a cash rental or something like that, cheating 
sort of, all of a sudden they are busting themselves for having done a cash rental for 
somebody. It can be very problematic. When we think one million 
dollars ($1,000,000) is an expensive house, it does not even buy you a five 
hundred (500) square foot one (1) bedroom, one (1) bathroom house. When I just did 
a real estate search yesterday, that is what appeared. That was kind of a question 
for Council Vice Chair Chock, but it was not well-framed. I just wanted to hear your 
thoughts. 

Councilmember Chock: My response is that we are talking about 
two (2) tax classes that are outside of owner-occupied homes, as the Council Chair 
mentioned. 

Councilmember Cowden: In theory. 

Councilmember Chock: There are remedies to these two (2) tax 
classes that exist. While they may not be processed properly, like you had said, that 
to me is a separate issue that needs to be addressed. Whether it includes education 
and/or assistance, I do not know if we are comparing the two (2) properly. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Councilmember Evslin. 

Councilmember Evslin: I wanted to respond to part of that. I 
understand the concern and when we were first looking at lowering Residential 
Investor from one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) from two 
million dollars ($2,000,000) it was a concern that I shared, too. You could be a 
homeowner at one million two hundred thousand dollars ($1,200,000) with a tenant 
in that house. Your assessed value goes up to one million three hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,300,000) and you do not realize you had to submit a lease agreement, 
because you did not have to before since you were at the Residential tax rate, then all 
of a sudden you see this fifty-five percent (55%) spike because of it. I had always felt 
that the biggest impact were on those whose assessed values crossed the threshold 
over time and did not understand that they were supposed to submit it. This system, 
in my opm10n, becomes much more fair. Those who cross the 
one-million-dollar-threshold ... you are long-term renting it and all of a sudden you 
cross the threshold to one million dollars ($1,000,000) and say you are valued at one 
million fifty thousand dollars ($1,050,000), only the fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) 
is getting taxed at the higher rate. Your property taxes, as you cross that threshold 
is going to go up by very little instead of going up by fifty-five percent (55%) before 
you can do anything about it. Then the next year you figured out why am I getting 
taxed at the second tier, I just have to turn in the lease agreement to get rid of it. 

Councilmember Chock: 

Councilmember Cowden: 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: 

Thank you. 

Okay. 

Councilmember DeCosta. 
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Councilmember DeCosta: Just for clarification so that I can 
understand ... we lowered that threshold from what I believe was two million 
dollars ($2,000,000) to one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000). How 
long ago did we do that? 

Councilmember Cowden: 

Councilmember DeCosta: 
capture a little more revenue? 

Councilmember Evslin: 

Councilmember DeCosta: 

Two and one-half (2½) years maybe? 

So now we want to lower it even more now to 

No. 

We are not capturing revenue? 

Councilmember Evslin: No. Not necessarily. Part of the reason to 
lower it even more to one million dollars ($1,000,000) is based on the recognition that 
under any rate scenario, homes valued between one million three hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,300,000) and say one million six hundred thousand dollars ($1,600,000) 
are going to see quite a bit of a significant reduction in their property taxes under the 
tiered structure. Again, at one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000), 
you are paying three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000) at the higher rate instead 
of one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) at the higher rate. Part 
of it was just to ensure that we could smooth out that line. The Council could amend 
this at Committee and it is something that probably could be discussed. The reason 
we did not go in this direction is if the tiers started at one million three hundred 
thousand dollars ($1,300,000) then all these homes at one million three hundred 
thousand dollars ($1,300,000) would all of a sudden see a huge tax decrease, because 
the tiers starts at one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000). You are 
at a value of one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) and now you 
are basically taxed essentially at the Residential tax rate. It would result in a 
significant decline in revenue unless the rate got jacked high enough up that that line 
became steep enough to recover it, if that makes sense. If we start at one million 
dollars ($1,000,000) it allows us to set lower rates through Tier 2 and Tier 3 while 
recapturing some of our revenue. 

Councilmember DeCosta: 
properties, correct? 

Councilmember Evslin: 

This 1s only for Residential Investor 

And TVRs. 

Councilmember DeCosta: No one is living in it. If you had a second 
home and you have it rented out to a local family and you qualify with the paper from 
the County, this would not affect you, right? 

Councilmember Chock: For this tax class. This is for the Residential 
Investor tax class and Vacation Rental tax class. 

Councilmember DeCosta: 
are in support of this? 

The Administration and Director of Finance 
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Councilmember Evslin: Yes. 

Councilmember Chock: You should ask them. I think Michelle is on. 

There being no objections, the rules were suspended. 

MICHELLE LIZAMA, Deputy Director of Finance (via remote technology): 
How is it now? So the question was, is the Administration in favor or in support of 
this? 

Councilmember DeCosta: 

Ms. Lizama: 

Mr. Dahilig: 

Ms. Lizama: 

Yes, that is the question. 

Okay. 

Michelle, do you want me to jump in. 

Yes, go ahead. 

Mr. Dahilig: Sorry. I do not know if we are having 
audio-visual issues. In concept, and I know we have had discussions with both 
Councilmembers Evslin as well as Council Vice Chair Chock about the setting of 
tiers ... the Residential Investor threshold is already a tier in concept, right? 
Fundamentally we do this already if you look at what that is. The idea of creating 
more equity within the overall tax system is not something we are opposed to have 
dialogue on. We would caution that the "devil is in the details" particularly when you 
look at what the specifics of the proposal entail. One (1) thing that we would point 
out is that we believe there should be more dialogue regarding the tiered proposal is 
that shift from one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) to one million 
dollars ($1,000,000) is something that should be carefully considered given that the 
one-million-three-hundred-thousand-dollar figure was already recently changed from 
two million dollars ($2,000,000). Just because it may facilitate a smoother sine curve 
or a line that looks a lot smoother, we view that the policy should necessarily be 
equitable because it looks equitable. It should be because it financially is equitable. 
That change from one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) to one 
million dollars ($1,000,000) is a pretty significant change that I think should, through 
the process, go through more intense dialogue, since there will be more people that 
are going to be scooped up in a higher tier than simply being above or below the line. 
That should be something that should be considered. Something else to consider is 
that when we look at the implementation factors, ultimately that will require more 
work from our Department of Finance staff to be able to facilitate some of the analysis 
on this if you are pulling more parcels or properties into the analysis. The dialogue 
when the tier was dropped from two million dollars ($2,000,000) to one million three 
hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) when we did the Residential Investor bright 
line did bring some discussion regarding what work would be entailed by the Real 
Property Assessment Office to do that type of effort. Again, keep in mind that the 
more that is involved with the analysis, the more manpower and tools that our team 
at Real Property Assessment are going to need to be accurate. We would just point 
those things out as the dialogue begins on the matter. I believe the Mayor has stated 
in many scenarios that having an equitable tax system is a good objective, but what 
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that means from a granular standpoint is going to be in the details of what is put in 
the Bill. 

Councilmember DeCosta: I just wanted to understand and that is why I 
was asking. We already lowered it to one million three hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,300,000) from two million dollars ($2,000,000) and two (2) years later we 
want to lower it further to one million dollars ($1,000,000) when house values are 
going up and escalating. Why did we not just keep it at one million three hundred 
thousand dollars ($1,300,000) to categorize everyone already in that category and 
then go to two million dollars ($2,000,000) then to three million dollars ($3,000,000)? 
Why was it a big rush to drop an extra three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000)? 

Councilmember Evslin: That one-million-dollar threshold was worked 
out in coordination with the Department of Finance over two (2) years of work, along 
with the implementation concerns. I just wanted to state that. This is something 
we can address in Committee. It is a policy question. If you go to one million three 
hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000), unless the Tier 2 and Tier 3 rates are very 
high, if you could just imagine drawing ... now the departure happens here under that 
cliff, if under a normal rate it means that everybody between one million three 
hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) and two million one hundred thousand 
dollars ($2,100,000) are getting a significant tax decrease based on the current system 
and a significant loss of revenue for the County between all of these properties. In 
order to make it up, you have to go relatively steep off the line. That means as soon 
as you go past the one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000), that 
curve has to be pretty steep based on a higher rate. Again, the hard part about this 
is that we are discussing this without any proposed rates on the table. If you explore 
the different scenarios, it is hard to create a very equitable structure if we started at 
one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000). 

Councilmember DeCosta: I am trying to understand this. You have one 
million dollars ($1,000,000) and you said anyone assessed over this amount would 
only have to pay the second tier on the price above one million dollars ($1,000,000). 
If the house was one million two hundred thousand dollars ($1,200,000), one million 
dollars ($1,000,000) would be assessed at one rate and two hundred thousand 
dollars ($200,000) would be assessed at the next rate. The same thing would occur if 
you had a home at one million four hundred thousand dollars ($1,400,000) on the 
current tier. You would have one million three hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,300,000) taxed at the first tier and the extra one hundred thousand 
dollars ($100,000) would be assessed at the second tier. I just do not want to see us 
double-taxing people in the last two (2) years when we already changed it from one 
million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) and we are going to go down to 
one million dollars ($1,000,000) and you capture a whole bunch of people who own 
homes who already had a shift change from two million dollars ($2,000,000) to one 
million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000). 

Councilmember Evslin: Because the majority of the homes in this 
class are between one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) and two 
million dollars ($2,000,000), if we started at one million three hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,300,000) ... 
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Councilmember DeCosta: We are going to lose revenue? 

Councilmember Evslin: ... under the normal rate, it is not until they 
get to two million dollars ($2,000,000) that they are actually paying more than they 
are currently. Everybody between one million three hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,300,000) and two million dollars ($2,000,000) is now paying less than the 
current system. It is significantly less for the one million three hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,300,000) to one million five hundred thousand dollars ($1,500,000) group. 
In order to recover that, it means that the Tier 3 has to go pretty high. It ends up 
being "wonky" because we lose a lot of these one-million-three-hundred-thousand
dollar to one-million-eight-hundred-thousand-dollar properties. 

Councilmember De Costa: Do we have numbers on the amount of homes 
that are local residents, but do we have numbers of those homes that are sitting 
vacant? 

Councilmember Evslin: The Department of Finance has very clear 
data for the one-million-three-hundred-thousand-dollar homes and above. They have 
been doing it and have sent us a spreadsheet on that. Between the one million 
dollars ($1,000,000) and one million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) we 
do not really know. If you are taxed at Residential right now, you do not need to show 
proof that someone is renting that home. We do not know how many homes are 
between the one-million-dollar and one-million-three-hundred-thousand-dollar 
thresholds. My final point is that I am not super strongly opposed to going to one 
million three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000). I think it just means that once 
we actually get to setting rates, that it is going to I think create a less fair tax 
structure that is going to be pretty steep after the curve. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Councilmember Cowden. 

Councilmember Cowden: We do not have to be the same as last year, 
right? It is not like we have to hit that, right? We put in a lot in our CIP projects, 
because we have this unexpected forty-nine million dollars ($49,000,000) extra. What 
we saw between going from two million dollars ($2,000,000) and one million three 
hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) is we moved up from sixteen million 
dollars ($16,000,000) to thirty-three million dollars ($33,000,000). We had a whole 
lot. As I said, the eye on that net was too small. We did not just catch the big fish. I 
doubt we are going to get complaints from our constituents if they have a little bit of 
a reprieve in an excessive tax. I think they are going to be able to cope. Ifl remember 
correctly, our goal was not so much to collect more money, other than to be putting it 
into affordable housing, but it was to encourage more people to put their homes into 
long-term rentals. That was what was stated at the time. We do not have to have a 
steep curve.· We could just adjust it. We do not have to make thirty-three million 
dollars ($33,000,000) just because we made it last year. We made way more than we 
had expected to. Okay, that is sort of a question. Do you agree with that? What are 
your thoughts? 

Councilmember Evslin: No. The stated intent with moving the one-
million-three-hundred-thousand-dollar amount was because the bulk of the homes 
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that are likely to convert to long-term rentals are the one million three hundred 
thousand dollars ($1,300,000) to two million dollars ($2,000,000) group of homes. The 
guy with a twenty-million-dollar home is not going to care. He is not going to put a 
tenant in there just to get a tax break. The homes that are one million three hundred 
thousand dollars ($1,300,000) to two million dollars ($2,000,000), they more likely 
will. Again, the concern is, if we start the tier at one million three hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,300,000) and we can talk more about that at Committee, then it is going 
to be less of an incentive for all of the one million three hundred thousand 
dollars ($1,300,000) to two million dollars ($2,000,000) group of homes to get a tenant 
in there. They are going to see the tax break on even a revenue-neutral tiered 
proposal. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Are there any further questions? 
Councilmember Carvalho. 

Councilmember Carvalho: Just for clarification, the one million three 
hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) to one million dollars ($1,000,000) and then 
the whole tiered part will be done during the budget. It still may go back? 

Councilmember Evslin: What happens during the budget is that we 
would be setting the rates for Tier 1, 2, and 3. What that determines and how it 
factors back into the one-million-three-hundred-thousand-dollar conversation is 
because what the rates are determine when we cross the line of the one-million-five
hundred-thousand-dollar house paying more or is it the two-million-dollar home now 
paying more under the new system. It is a nebulous conversation because we do not 
have the rates to talk about now. That is again why we created this graph showing 
a couple of different scenarios. You could envision the green line being a high-tax 
scenario. The purple line is a low-tax scenario. 

Councilmember Carvalho: Yes. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Are there any further questions? If not, while 
the rules are still suspended, is there anyone wishing to testify on this item? Lonnie. 

Mr. Sykos: Thank you. Members of the public, someone 
else come to these meetings, so I do not have to come up here all the time, please. 
Thank you, Councilmember Evslin for this. I like totally get your logic in this. It is 
counterintuitive to the public. Intuition would tell you that if you lower that rate 
down to one million dollars ($1,000,000), that the guy is going to end up getting gaffed 
by taxes. What actually occurs is, like you make your payments to the Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS), your first whatever the limit of the tranche is, you pay a lower 
rate, and then when you make more, you pay a higher rate. We are actually reducing 
the rate on three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000) of the home, if I understand 
this correctly. Tip of the hat. I, personally, have no animus at all to people who have 
second homes and vacation rentals. It is a huge problem for my community and for 
me, but the fact of the matter is, the State in general and the County in particular, 
have promoted real estate speculation since I first came to Hawai'i in 1968. This is 
the outcome of what has been fifty (50) years of real estate speculation. To blame the 
investor for what the person selling the product did is kind of wrong. It was not the 
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investor that created the problem. It was the people selling to the investor that made 
the problem. Tax the rich. It does not make any sense to tax the poor. They do not 
have any money. You have to tax the rich and thus I agree with what you are doing. 
I was less than kind earlier today in my political speech and I will try to be more than 
kind right now and thank you very much, Councilmember Evslin. I believe you put 
two (2) years into this. 

Councilmember Evslin: It has been a while. 

Mr. Sykos: Council Vice Chair Chock and whoever has 
been involved in this, thank you very much. This is actually a very important piece 
for us to talk about. Thank you. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Is there anyone else wishing to testify? Jeff. 

Mr. Lindner: We see that affordable housing is tough. I 
appreciate this Bill. The effectiveness of it, as far as if it will provide enough money 
and will that money be applied to affordable housing ... this is about people renting as 
I understand it and vacant houses are going to be turned over to people that want to 
rent those to people. That is not really clear to me. The bigger picture is, the density 
going forward and it does not address middle-class people or people buying property. 
I think there is missed opportunity a long time ago. We saw in 1990-2000 that there 
was seventy thousand (70,000) acres of agricultural land that was sold. It was sold 
probably from three thousand dollars to five thousand dollars ($3,000-$5,000) per 
acre. That would have been an ideal time for someone to say, "Let us go and set 
something aside for the local worker" and we missed that. Then from 2000 we had 
the General Plan Update. It was really tough on agricultural land. Since 2000, I do 
not believe there was one (1) agricultural subdivision from Kea.ha to Hanalei or to 
Kilauea. Within that General Plan Update, they talked about clustering, reducing 
infrastructure costs, et cetera. There were things in there that would have been very 
helpful. We could have done that. What happened was, nothing happened and now 
what we have is, of the twelve thousand (12,000) acres from Kea.ha to Kilauea, we 
have twelve thousand (12,000) acres owned by three (3) or four (4) people. That is 
not going to come back. I do not believe that is going to come back for farming or for 
agricultural dwellings. It is not going to come back. What is the density that is left? 
That is why earlier, when I was misspeaking at the wrong time, there is density. Is 
the density determined now because it is so tightly held? I guess the question is, can 
you extinguish all of that agricultural density and no one ever has to bring that back? 
There should be some duty for the County that if there is density gone, then somebody 
is going to move somewhere else. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: 

Mr. Lindner: 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: 
have your final three (3) minutes. 

Jeff, that is your first three (3) minutes. 

Okay. 

Lonnie, did you want to speak. Jeff, you can 
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Mr. Lindner: Right. So, that goes back to the idea of what 
can we do for the middle-class or for the density ... is the density already determined 
by the urban land people who sort of control all of the development rights. We are 
just going to measure it out for the rest of perpetuity, which is why I want to bring 
back my discussion earlier. I think I am correct that the County and Real Property 
Assessment does not assess density. That is not a rule. No one set that up. That is 
just something that they do. What that means is, you start assessing the potential 
density of zoned land real property revenue is going to go up extremely significantly 
and the pressure is going to be put on those people who have that density, because 
there is no more in agricultural land. All of the agricultural land around here can be 
upzoned. That is the thing that the 2000 General Plan Update said. You can only 
convert agricultural land to commercial or residential if it is ... what is the incentive 
for the sixty thousand (60,000) acres around Koloa and Lihu'e to ever be turned into 
anything related to agriculture? Someone could make the argument that there is no 
more agricultural land left anymore. That is why to be able to put pressure on people 
who have that density, if you cannot get them to turn it over for residential use, then 
at least you are getting moneys that you can put into affordable housing. 

Councilmember Cowden: 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: 

Mr. Lindner: 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: 

I have a clarifying question. 

Are you done with your testimony? 

Yes. 

Clarifying question, Councilmember Cowden. 

Councilmember Cowden: I am trying to tie it in to this tiered Bill here. 
You responded to this particular Bill twice now. 

Mr. Lindner: Right. 

Councilmember Cowden: When we are looking at the tiered rate 
structure for Residential Investor, am I hearing you correctly saying that it is 
completely missing the mark? Is that what I am hearing you saying? It is missing 
the mark because it is not getting density ... help me understand how you are tying 
that to agriculture. This is not dealing with agriculture. 

Mr. Lindner: First, the tiered investor is an extraction of 
the .. .it is the same class as Residential. You are separating it from Residential. The 
purpose was for wealthier people, right? There is nothing wrong with that. That 
perfectly makes sense. Lowering it down to another level raises the question about 
who are you extracting it from? The other issue as I understand it is that it says that 
you have to qualify for a home exemption. You have to qualify. There are people and 
locals who have two (2) homes holding them for their children. Maybe they are not 
totally rented or do not go to the extent of getting a lease from their daughter or 
something. That is not clear. The point is that it says, "qualify." If someone lives 
here and they have two (2) houses, they do qualify. They can go from one house to 
the other house. It is not clear as to why they used that language. Why did they use 
that language as opposed to the homeowner's exemption before you get it. 
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Councilmember Cowden: I have one more clarifying question. You were 
talking about large agricultural properties. Am I hearing that there should be some 
sort of tiering on those large agricultural properties depending on how they are 
utilized? I am hearing you say that we are losing or locking up our land for 
agriculture, because there are these big parcels being bought and not being utilized. 
I am trying to tie that back. Are you suggesting tiering also on agricultural land if 
there is misuse? 

Mr. Lindner: No. I was just saying it is a very little ... you 
are going to get little out of this, because it is only for affordable. The bigger issue is 
that there was density that was not taken advantage of ... 

Councilmember Cowden: That was lost. 

Mr. Lindner: It was lost. Whatever density is out there 
now, there should be an effort to try and get that back. 

Councilmember Cowden: 

Councilmember DeCosta: 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: 

Okay. 

I had a clarifying question. 

Councilmember DeCosta. 

Councilmember DeCosta: I want to understand you a little more. You 
got me excited. Help me understand this. You are saying that so many thousand 
acres on the North Shore is owned by three (3) people and they have it in agriculture. 
We are going to have no more land to build houses. You are saying we should tax 
them on the amount of homes that can go on the land instead of basically taxing them 
on the agricultural rate of just the land. 

(Councilmember Chock was noted as not present.) 

Mr. Lindner: No, I am saying that the County operational 
method is not to assess density. If someone were to make the law to read that we are 
going to assess density, yes, it would affect everyone's land. The land that it would 
affect the most is the land that has development rights to it. On agricultural land, 
you can really only build five (5) houses, so it really would not affect that. I am stating 
that there is no ... there is an unwritten operation that they do not assess density. If 
you were to change that law, that would affect real property revenue and would put 
pressure on the people who have that density or are getting taxed. They will have to 
either pay more money or they will end up selling it, because they will not be able to 
hold it freely. Right now it is just being held without any repercussion. 

(Councilmember Chock was noted as present.) 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: 
assessment of density. 

Mr. Lindner: 

I think we are getting way off topic regarding 

Okay. 



COUNCIL MEETING 103 JUNE 15, 2022 

Councilmember DeCosta: 
what he was saying. 

He brought it up. I just wanted to understand 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: I want to get us back on the topic. Are there 
any further clarifying questions? If not, Lonnie, did you want a second round? 

Mr. Sykos: Thank you, Mr. Lindner, that was very 
interesting. Stop me if I am violating the rules. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Stop. Just kidding. Go ahead. 

Mr. Sykos: I am going to tie this into Councilmember 
Evslin's theory of doing this tiering. What he was pointing out was ... and I will use 
agricultural land. Here in Lihu'e, we changed the density and it used to be R-32 and 
now it is R-64 or something, and yet nothing has been built. The developer that owns 
it is sitting on this potential wealth. It is an absolute guarantee that they are going 
to get that wealth or some wealth in the future. In the meantime, we are subsidizing 
their investment because the land could be valued under a different system at the 
potential of the highest scale versus today, it is at the lowest scale that is currently 
being used. There is the opportunity for the County to force and this was now about 
the agricultural land ... the three (3) owners who own all that land are filthy rich and 
have zero (0) incentive to engage in agriculture which creates liability for them. They 
do not want agriculture. It creates liability. They only want agriculture if they have 
to have it for property tax protection. What he is pointing out is, if you own one 
thousand (1,000) acres of land and you broke it up and could put a subdivision with 
five hundred (500) houses and fifty-acre lots or however the zoning allows it to be 
broken up, this one thousand (1,000) acres that we are saying are worth three 
dollars ($3) an acre or something at agricultural rate, actually has the potential of 
one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) per acre tomorrow if they decided to sell it. 
Why are we taxing them at three dollars ($3) per acre, the low rung, when you could 
scale this thing up and say that a portion of this should be at the third tier, which is 
the twenty thousand (20,000) potential affordable housing units on the land. This is 
a complete reset of how you approach property taxes, is what he is talking about. 
Currently, density has zero (0) to do with the value of the assessment, but the 
potential density is everything for the future value of the land. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Okay, that is your time. Is there anyone on 
Zoom wishing to testify? Seeing none. Are there any further questions from the 
Members? 

vote. 

There being no objections, the meeting was called back to order, and proceeded 
as follows: 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Is there any final discussion? If not, roll call 
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The motion for passage of Proposed Draft Bill (No. 2872) on first reading, that 
it be ordered to print, that a public hearing thereon be scheduled for 
July 20, 2022, and that it be referred to the Finance & Economic Development 
Committee was then put, and carried by the following vote: 

FOR PASSAGE: 

AGAINST PASSAGE: 
EXCUSED & NOT VOTING: 
RECUSED & NOT VOTING: 

Mr. Sato: 

Carvalho, Chock, Cowden, Evslin, 
Kuali'i, Kaneshiro 
DeCosta 
None 
None 

Six (6) ayes, one (1) no. 

BILLS FOR SECOND READING: 

TOTAL-6, 
TOTAL-I, 
TOTAL-0, 
TOTAL-0. 

Bill No. 2854 - A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 8, 
KAUA'I COUNTY CODE 1987, AS AMENDED, RELATING TO ALL-HAZARD 
STATEWIDE OUTDOOR WARNING SIREN SYSTEMS (County of Kaua'i Planning 
Department, Applicant) (ZA-2022-2) 

Councilmember Carvalho moved to approve Bill No. 2854 on second and final 
reading, and that it be transmitted to the Mayor for his approval, seconded by 
Councilmember Cowden. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: We received no written testimony on this 
item. Are there any questions on this item? Is there anyone in the audience wishing 
to testify on this item? Is there anyone on Zoom wishing to testify? 

There being no one present to provide testimony, the meeting proceeded as 
follows: 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: Is there any final discussion from the 
Members? If not, we will take a roll call vote. 

The motion to approve Bill No. 2854, on second and final reading, and that it be 
transmitted to the Mayor for his approval was then put, and carried by the 
following vote: 

FOR APPROVAL: 

AGAINST APPROVAL: 
EXCUSED & NOT VOTING: 
RECUSED & NOT VOTING: 

Mr. Sato: 

Carvalho, Chock, Cowden, DeCosta, 
Evslin, Kuali'i, Kaneshiro 
None 
None 
None 

Seven (7) ayes. 

TOTAL-7, 
TOTAL-0, 
TOTAL-0, 
TOTAL-0. 

Bill No. 2855 - A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 8, 
KAUA'I COUNTY CODE 1987, AS AMENDED, RELATING TO WAREHOUSES IN 
THE COMMERCIAL GENERAL ZONING DISTRICT (County of Kaua'i Planning 
Department, Applicant) (ZA-2022-3) 
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Councilmember Carvalho moved to approve Bill No. 2855 on second and final 
reading, and that it be transmitted to the Mayor for his approval, seconded by 
Councilmember Cowden. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: We received no written testimony on this 
item. Are there any questions from the Members? Is there anyone in the audience 
or on Zoom wishing to testify? 

There being no one present to provide testimony, the meeting proceeded as 
follows: 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: 
not, roll call vote. 

Any final discussion from the Members? If 

The motion to approve Bill No. 2855 on second and final reading, and that it be 
transmitted to the Mayor for his approval was then put, and carried by the 
following vote: 

FOR APPROVAL: 

AGAINST APPROVAL: 
EXCUSED & NOT VOTING: 
RECUSED & NOT VOTING: 

Mr. Sato: 

Carvalho, Chock, Cowden, DeCosta, 
Evslin, Kuali'i, Kaneshiro 
None 
None 
None 

Seven (7) ayes. 

TOTAL-7, 
TOTAL-0, 
TOTAL-0, 
TOTAL-0. 

Council Chair Kaneshiro: The motion is carried. That concludes the 
business on our agenda. Not seeing or hearing any objections, this Council Meeting 
is now adjourned. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

There being no further business, the Council Meeting adjourned at 4:03 p.m. 

:Jy 

Respectfully submitted, 

SCOTT K. SATO 
Deputy County Clerk 





Attachment 1 

(June 15, 2022) 
FLOOR AMENDMENT 
Resolution No. 2022-22, Relating to a Charter Amendment for the Housing 
Department Fund. 

Introduced by: FELICIA COWDEN, Councilmember 

Amend Resolution No. 2022-22 as follows: 

1. Amend proposed Charter Section 19.15, paragraph D.l., as follows: 

"[I. In adopting the annual operating and capital programs budgets, 
the council shall appropriate a minimum of two percent (2.0%) of the certified 
real property tax revenues to the housing development fund. In any fiscal year, 
the council may make appropriations to the housing development fund in 
addition to the two percent (2.0%) required herein.] 

1. In adopting the annual operating and capital programs budgets, 
the council shall appropriate a minimum of five percent (5.0%) up to a 
maximum of ten percent (10.0%) of the certified real property tax revenues 
derived from each of the following real property tax classifications: a) vacation 
rental and b) residential investor, to the housing development fund for the 
purpose of affordable housing strategies. The percentage allocation of the 
annual appropriations to the housing development fund shall be approved by 
the council." 

2. Amend proposed Charter Section 19.15, paragraph D.3., as follows: 

"[3. Any unencumbered balance in this fund at the end of each fiscal 
year shall not lapse, but shall remain in the fund, accumulating from year to 
year. Any unencumbered balance in this fund shall not be used for any purpose 
except those listed in paragraph 1 of this Section.] 

3. Any unencumbered balance in this fund at the end of each fiscal 
year shall not lapse, but shall remain in the fund, accumulating from year to 
year. After a five-year period of no expenditure from the housing revolving 
fund, the annual appropriations shall cease. Annual appropriations shall 
continue after expenditures for affordable housing strategies are encumbered. 
Any unencumbered balance in this fund shall not be used for any purpose 
except those listed in paragraph 1 of this Section. 

3. Amend the ballot question in Section 4 as follows: 

"[Shall two percent (2%) of real property tax revenues be earmarked for the 
purpose of affordable housing?] 
Shall a minimum of five percent (5%) up to a maximum often percent (10%) of 
real property tax revenues derived from each of the Real Property Tax classes 
of Vacation Rental and Residential Investor be placed in a housing 
development fund for the purpose of affordable housing strategies?" 

(Material to be deleted is bracketed. New material to be added is underscored.) 
V:\AMENDMENTS\2022\FA- reso2022-22 hsg dev fund charter amendment FC_AMK_ks.docx 
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(June 15, 2022) 
FLOOR AMENDMENT 
Resolution No. 2022-22, Relating to a Charter Amendment 

Introduced by: KIPUKAI KUALI'I, Councilmember 

Amend Resolution No. 2022-22 as follows: 

Attachment 2 

1) Amend proposed Charter Section 19.15, paragraph D.1., as follows: 

"1. In adopting the annual operating and capital programs budgets, 
the council shall appropriate a minimum of [two percent (2.0%)] one percent 
(1.0%) of the certified real property tax revenues to the housing development 
fund. In any fiscal year, the council may make appropriations to the housing 
development fund in addition to the [two percent (2.0%)] one percent (1.0%) 
required herein." 

2) Amend the ballot question in Section 4 as follows: 

"Shall [two percent (2%)] one percent (1 %) of real property tax revenues be 
earmarked for the purpose of affordable housing?" 

(Material to be deleted is bracketed. New material to be added is underscored.) 
V:\AMENDMENTS\2022\FA- reso2022-22 kk (002) AMK_dmc.docx 
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